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Focus. 319 Funding for FY 2000

This should be a watershed year for the Beaver River watershed, which is scheduled to
receive more than $400,000 in EPA Funds. Animalfeeding operations, wuch as the one
shown to the right will also receive a lot of money this year.

TheUtahNonpoint Source(NPS) Task
Force hasbeen reviewing funding pro-
posalsfor Section 319 money and has
forwarded their recommendations to
EPA inDenver for comments.

For thefirst decadeof federal funding
of Utah’ snonpoint sourcepol lution pro-
gram, EPA grant amountsstayed about
thesameeachyear. Suddenly lastyearin
fiscal year 1999, thefederal alocation
nationwidenearly doubled. Nearly $1.5
millioninfederd fundingwasdistributed
to projects in Utah. The fiscal 2000
allocationwill bebetweenoneandtwo
percent|lessbecauseof federa holdback
for funding special water quality initia-
tivesonNativeAmericantribal land.

TheNPSTask Forceapproveatotal
of 21 projectsfor submission to EPA.
Most of the money will be spend in
priority watersheds on restoration
projects. Information and education ef-
fortsalsoreceived generousfunding. A
few groundwater studiesand on-ground
demonstration projectsinvariousparts
of the state also were approved at the
statelevel for Section 319 money.

TheBeaver watershed effort wasthe
bigwinner thisyear, receiving approval
for $450,000.

“The anticipated completion of the
Coordinated Resource Management

Plan (CRMP) is the maor reason
theirfundingincreasedsomuch,” said
Roy Gunnéell, Section 319 coordina-
tor, Utah Divisionof Water Quality.

Chalk Creek dsoreceived signifi-
cantfundingtostart wrapping up that
effort. Therecent decisonby thelocal
canal companiesto support asprin-
klerirrigationplaninasectionof the
drainagewill d sohe ptheChak Creek
effort beginto show somesignificant
results. Chalk Creek isdated to get
$380,000in fiscal year 2000 if EPA
approvestheproposal.

Anima manure management
projectswill beabigpart of individual
demonstration projects and water-
shedefforts. Gunnell saidthat theTask
Force expectedto seeanincreasein
animal manurerel ated projectsafter
theapproval of thejoint national strat-
egy onanimal feeding operationslast
year by EPQA and USDA. Gunndll
estimatesthat about $500,000 of the
total alocation will be used for on-
groundandinformationeffortsrelated
tolivestock feedingoperations.

Other noteworthy alocationsin-
clude $80,000 to begin an effort on
theCubRiverinNorthern Utah.

“Oncethey completeaCRMPup
there, the Cub will probably be the

next big watershed effort we fund,”
concluded Gunnell. He added that a
local task force in the Spanish Fork
River areaisgettingready tostart work-

quality speciaistand start devel oping
aninventory processto meet require-
ments of the national animal feeding

strategy.

ing on aCRMP, possibly opening the
door for future Section 319 priority
watershedfunding.

TheTask Forceagreedtofundtwo
studiesdesigned to determinetheim-
pacts of septic tank usage. One of the
studieswill bealongMammoth Creek
southof Panguitch. TheotherisinEmi-
gration Canyonin Salt LakeCounty.

Finadly, Gunnell said, heisexcited
about theall ocation of $84,400in Sec-
tion 319 money to the Utah Farm Bu-
reau Federation to help hire a water
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Feds Axe Jordan Restor ation

Project in South Jordan

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(FWS) pulled the plug in December on
anambitiousriver restoration plan along
the Jordan River through the City of
South Jordan. According to a FWSrep-
resentative, the City of South Jordan
failed to follow through on its commit-
ments.

Thetermination meansthat 111 acres
of higtoric floodplain aong the river be-
tween 10600 South and 112000 South
will not be restored as a preserve for
migratory birds and other wildlife.

About $1.2 million in federa funds
had already been spent on the restora-
tion project, and $650,000 more was
available to complete the work.

“We're going to have to cut the cord
and move on,” said Elise Peterson, an
FWS ecologist and project manager for
the river restoration project in South
Jordan.

Peterson said city officials appear to
favor development over conservation
alongtheriver bottoms, makingitimpos-
siblefor theagency and other partnersin
the project to do any meaningful restora-
tion there.

South Jordan leaders have not made
any official comment about FWS's ac-
tions as of time of publication.

According to Peterson, the agency’s
decision to end its relationship with the
city isbased on many factors. Last year,
largely to help expedite an office devel-
opment on the west side of theriver, the
city rezoned a chunk of land on both
sides of the river from agriculture to
commercid, increasing the value of the
land.

The increase in price put about 17
acres of the targeted lands “out of the
ballpark of affordability” for environ-
mental groups and afederal agency that
wanted to buy the land for conservation
purposes

The federal Utah Reclamation Miti-
gation and Conservation Commission, a
cooperating agency in the restoration,
eventually provided $1 million to buy
those 17 acres.

The investment by the commission
was contingent, however, on a written
promise by the city to help redlize the
wildlife preserve, said Mike Weland,
director of the commission.

Thecity told Weland it would buy $1
million of land elsewhere in the area
targeted for restoration.

However, the city since refused to
sign conservation easements that would
ensure the land's long-term protection
from development, and has proposed
placing part of agolf course on some of
the city-acquired landsin the restoration
project.

“A golf course does not provide any-
where near the diversity of habitat that
the wildlife preserve was intended to

provide,,” said Weland

Plans for the gold course came as a
shock to Jan Tobias, acommunity activ-
ist who has fought the office develop-
ment on the west side of the river.

Weland and Peterson said they fed
the city has not kept its commitments.
They commission’s $1 million land in-
vestment, aswell as $200,000 the FWS
has spent for design and preliminary
vegetation plantings are al for naught,
they said.

“We' re disappointed,” said Peterson.
“Thiswasavery good project that would
have provided significant benefits for
theriver’ snatural resources.. Weworked
very hard and did alot of compromising
to maintain the project. We can't com-
promise anymore.”

Desptiethisapparent failurein South
Jordan, other cities are taking the con-
cept to heart.

Murray City started incorporating
wetland and habitat restoration into its
river parkway a decade ago, and West
Jordan recently embarked on a major
effort with the federa government to
restoretheriver’s historic meandersand
40 acres of wtelands.

Animal Feeding Oper ation
Strategy Wor kshopsarebeing
Offered AroundtheState

With all theinterest and concern that
the national strategy on aminal feeding
operations has generated during the past
year, Utah State University and several
partner agencies and groups have
teamed up to hold 13 local workshops
around the state during january, Febru-
ary and March. What followsisalist of
dates and cities where the workshops
will take place. Please contact the USU
extension agent in your area for more
details about the meetings. The work-
shops are being offered free of charge.

Jan 12 Beaver

Jan 13 M anti

Jan 14 Richfied
Feb 2 Provo

Feb 14 Price

Feb 15 Roosevelt
Feb 16 Summit/Mor gan
Feb 17 Rich County
Feb 29 Ogden
March9 Panguitch
March 10 Cedar City

Circle Four Okayed
to Keep W.Q. Permit

The state water quality permit that
allowed Circle Four Farms to signifi-
cantly expand its giant hog production
factory in southwestern Utah last year
will remain intact.

Following atwo-day hearing in early
December, the Utah Water Quality
Board voted 7-1 to uphold a permit
issued in January 1998 by the Utah
Division of Water Quality.

But the board aso suggested that
state regulators, perhaps even the Leg-
idature, should do more to prod the
corporate hog industry into developing a
more environmentally protective way to
dispose of the vast amounts of manure
produced by the large hog farms.

Currently, the “best available tech-
nology,” asitisknown in the regulatory
requirements, is anagrobic lagoons.

Inthissystem, pig fecesand urine are
flushed from the barns into two giant
lagoons, one of which is used to evapo-
rate the liquids and the other to break
downthesolidsthroughthed ow biologi-
cal process of anaerobic decomposition.

The divison made a “reasonable ef-
fort” to determine the best available
technology, said board member K.C.
Shaw, an engineer for Geneva Stedl.
But he added that the board should
encourage advances in technology.

That statement and similar onesmade
by a state attorney and other board
members came as a consolation prize to
the loser in this case, Citizens for Re-
sponsible and Sustainable Agriculture
(CRSA), a Ceder City-based group that
challenged Circle Four’s latest permit.

“The board is much better informed
now on issues involving swine waste,”
said CRSA attorney Bruce Plank.

Though CRSA had wanted arevoca-
tion or modification of Circle Four's
permit, he backed away from that posi-
tioninhisclosing.

Water Quality Division
StartsTMDL Section

With the U.S. Environmental Protec-
tion Agency (EPA) pushing states to
develop total maximum daily load
(TMDL) plans for al navigable waters
within the next few years, The Utah
Division of Water Quality (DWQ) re-
cently started a new TMDL section,
hired a section manager and five TMDL
development coordinators to write spe-
cific water pollution reduction plans.

The top goal of the section is to
develop water pollution control and re-
duction strategies for impaired waters
throughout the state. These strategies,
known as TMDLs, determine which
pollutant(s) within adrainage exceed the
total maximum daily amount that can be
discharged into thewater without violat-
ing water quality standards.

The new section is comprised of five
program specialists and a supervisor.

Longtime DWQ employee Harry
Judd was hired to supervise the staff.
Along with his new duties, Judd contin-
ues to serve as the Clean Lakes Coordi-
nator for the state.

Also in the section are John White-
head, Mark Pearson, Dave Wham, Mike
Allred and Carl Adams.

Each member of the staff has been
assigned a region of the in which to
concentrate hisefforts. The assignments
are as follows:

John Whitehead is working on the
Weber River Basin and Lower Colo-
rado River Basin, Dave Wham is con-
centrating hisfforts on the Jordan River
Basin and the Great Salt Lake Desert/
ColumbiaBasin; Mark Pearsoniswork-
inginthe Western ColoradoRiver Basin
and the Sevier River Basin;, MikeAllred
is looking at the Bear River Basin and
the Doutheastern Colorado River Basin;
and Carl Adams is concentrating on the
Uinta Basin and the Cedar/Beaver Ba-
sin. For more information call the Utah
Divisonof Water Quality, 801538-6146
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2000 Utah Non Point Source Water Quality Conference

L ogan, Utah—EcclesConference Center, Utah State Univer sity
July 18-20, 2000

Non point sour cepollution affectsevery portion of awater shed, from thefar mer’ sfieldstosubur ban streets. Changing population basesand evolvingwater quality rulesand

regulationsar eimpactingthewaysrural communities, lar ger cities, countiesand thestatetacklenon point sour cewater quality problems.

Thefirst Utah Non Point Sour cePollution Water Quality Confer enceof thenew millenniumwill focuson“ Water Quality fromtheCitytotheFarm.” Thethree-day conference
will consist of onedaylongtour of water quality pointsof inter estintheCacheValley and two daysof confer encesessions. Themeetingdaysar escheduled tofocuson topics
including concentr ated animal feeding oper ations, includingalook at best management practicesand management str ategiesoffer ed by feder al and stateagencies; stormwater
management, specifically focussingontheClean Water Act Phasel requirementsand implementation; and septictank usein achanginglandscape.

Each meetingday will includeconcurrent session presentations. TheUtah NPST ask For ceconfer enceplanningcommitteeiscur rently acceptingabstr actsfor concur rent

session presentations

Presentationswill be30minuteslong, includingtimefor questionsand answer s. Pr esentationsmay beabout any non point sour cepollution-r elated issue. However , particular
consider ation will begiventothosetopicsthat closely r elatetothegener al session topicsof animal manuremanagement, septictank use, and stor m water management.

Abstractsshould beonepageif possible. Pleaseusethefollowingfor mattingguidelines:

Typeshould be12pt Timesor TimesNew Roman.

Single-spaced typebetween linesof thesamepar agr aph. Doublespacebetween par agr aphs.

Presentationtitleshould bein Bold and Centered on thepage.

Thename(s) of themain presenter sshould appear at thetop of thepagebel owthetitlebut abovethebody of text.

Deadlinefor submission: February 15, 2000

SubmitTo:
Jack Wilbur
Utah Department of Agricultureand Food
P.O. Box 146500
Salt L akeCity, Utah 84114-6500

2000 NPS Conference Returnsto Original Format

Topicsto Include Animal Feeding Operation and Storm Water Requirements

The 2000 Utah Non Point Source
Water Quality Conferencewill mark the
return of the event to the Utah State
University campus and a return to the
more traditional conference format.

The past two years the conference
has changed its format a bit to
accomodate some specia opportunities.

In 1998 in Richfield, the conference
consisted of two days of tours and one
day of meetings. The 1999 event held in
Ogden, had three days of tours and
training opportunitiesand noreal confer-
ence sessions. For 2000, the origina
format of two days of conference meet-
ings and one tour day has returned.

The theme for this year is "Water
quality from the city to the farm.” Spe-
cific topics of general sessonswill cen-
ter around concentrated animal feeding
operations, septic tanks, and stormwater

regulations.

The two days of conference meet-
ingswill consist of both general sessions
and concurrent paper presentations.
Above is a copy of the ca for papers
being mailed out in early January.

Phase Il of the Clean Water Act
stormwater regulations went into effect
in November, affecting an additional 50
or more communitiesin Utah. The addi-
tional burdenuponthesecitiesandtowns
to control urban runoff. Most communi-
ties will use of combination of public
education to reduce pollution and struc-
tural methodsto control and reduce pol-
[ution.

As Utah becomes more urbanized,
septic tank use is becoming a big issue.
Wasatch County hasbeenwrestlingwith
septic tank density for some years now.
Other cities and counties will soon have

a smilar dilema.Some of the questions
facing these communitiesrelated to sep-
tic tank use include acceptable lot size
and housing and septic tank density.

Finally, themoreagricultural issue of
animal feeding operations and manure
management is no less important to the
water quaity of the state.

InMarch 1998 the U.S. Environmen-
tal Protection Agency and the U.S.
Department of Agriculture jointly re-
leased a strategy related to concen-
trated animal feeding operations and
manure management. This strategy is
part of the mandated within the Clean
Water Act to keep pollution out of navi-
gable waters of the U.S.

While the strategy is a good idea by
most accounts, it has caused some con-
fusion and even panic among livestock
operations and dairies in Utah and

throughout the country.

Conference seesions surrounding this
issue will hopefully answer many of the
confusing questions. Speakers are ex-
pected to address the inventory process,
inspection schedul e, permit process, how
to write a comprehensive nutrient man-
agement plan and possible best manage-
ment practices for dealing with pollut-
ants.

In the months to come, this publica-
tion will advertise the agenda and regis-
tration materials. A mailer with those
materialswill ' sobeinthemail by spring
2000.
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Niche Markets Can Save
Some Family Farms

Farming has gone through many
changes in past 100 years. As a new
century and millennium approach even
more changes are probably in store.

Speaking recently to the annual con-
vention of the Utah Association of Con-
servation Districts, sustainable agricul-
ture expert Dr. Phillip V. Rassmussen,
Utah State University, suggested that
niche markets are the way for many
farmers and ranchers to stay economi-
caly viableinthe 21 Century. Accord-
ing to Rasmussen, niche markets could
mean producing and marketing awhole
new product or smply devising a new
method of marketing an existing prod-
uct.

OnecaseinpointisLarry Thompson,
aberry producer in Boring Oregon. Th-
ompson was feeling the pressure of
rapid growth around his farm on al
sides. He was aso struggling to stay
profitablewith hisberry production. Then
he started to advertise type and amount
of fertilizers and pesticides he used. He
also disclosed when he applied agricul-
tural chemicals.

Hegarted taking hiscropstothelocal
farmers market. Using his new disclo-
sure marketing technique, Thompson's
business mushroomed.

Another example comes from Ha
wali, where Susan Matsushimi bought a
defunct dairy farm and started raising
orchid and pineapplestarts.to send home
withtourists.

Other exampl esincludeorganicwhesat
grown in New Mexico and organic milk
produced in Cdifornia, and Corn fields
turned autumn time amusement areas
called cornmazesthat are popping up all
over the country.

Here in Utah a niche agricultural
market hasbeen exploited by asuburban
wife and mother from Utah County who
has nothing to do with agricultural pro-
duction. Cow-pie clocks are the biggest
marketing sensations since the pet rock
in the 70s. But unlike the pet rock, the
cow-pieclock doessomethingfunctionad.

As the name implies, the recipe for
buildingacow-pieclockisrather smple.
Take a clock mechanism and insert it
into a dried, varnished piece of cow
manure. Beforeyou push asidethis pub-
lication thinking how disgusting and re-
pulsive the idea of a cow-pie clock is,
consider that at $39.95 to $49.95, the
lady isrolling in it—money that is.

Kristen Murdock admits that some
people see her creations and think sheis
sick. Those same people usudly place
an order a moment or two later, she
adds.

Each cow-pie clock comes with a
display stand and asaying attached such
as*“A chip off the old clock,” Y ou dung

good,” You are heaven scent,” or
“You'reoutstanding in your field.”

Thisnow booming businessall started
one day when Murdock was hiking in a
canyon near LakePowell. Asshewaked
she came across some old cow pies and
was fascinated by them. She sealed a
few in plastic bags and took them home
with her, without any idea about what
she would do with them. Then it oc-
curred to her that a clock might look
good in them.

After trying several glazesto harden
the cow pies and make them shine, she
found a marine vanish that seemed to
work.

At first she made a few clocks and
gave them to friends and relatives as
gifts. When one of her relatives passed
on aclock to afriend, entertainer Donny
Osmond, the cow pie hit the fan.

A few weekslater Osmond displayed
Murdock’ screation on histalk show and
her hobby officialy transformed into a
business.

Murdock says she has sold hundreds
of pies since becoming a business in
January 1999. She goes to southern
Utah about every three weeks to gather
the raw product for her clocks. She say
that the pies in the north are too wet.

Now that’s value added agriculture
using a niche market.

Two Federal Studies Confirm that
Utah has Growing Urban Population

CensusBureau Says Utah Number 2 Fastest Growing State

Separate reports issued by the U.S.
Department of Agriculture and the Cen-
sus Bureau confirm that housing and
other growth is replacing Utah's valu-
able farm and ranch land at increasing
rates.

The U.S. Census Bureau says that
Utah is the second fastest growing state
in the country for housing units. That
reports follows a USDA study showing
Utah is losing its farmland to develop-
ment at twice the previous rate.

The Census Bureau reports that Ne-
vada, Utah and Idaho are leading the
nation in housing growth. The Bureau
ranks Nevada' s nearly 48 percent jump
in housing from 1990 to 1998 as the
largest increase in the nation. Utah is
ranked second with a 22.1 percent in-
crease during those eight years. Idaho is
ranked 3 at 21.8 percent.

Those new homes are going up on
Americd sbhestfarmland, astheUSDA'’ s
Natural Resources Conservation Ser-
vicereportsthat thenation’ sagricultural
land is being developed at rates double
those of the past. Both reports are avail-
able on the Worldwide Web at
“usda.gov” and census.gov/estimates/
housing/sthuhh3.txt”

Thisisaconfirmation of what we' ve
been seeing for several years” said
Utah Commissioner of Agriculture and
Food, Cary G. Peterson. “For every
farm that is covered by rooftops and
blacktop, Utah consumers become more
dependent on imported food,” he said.

TheU.S. Department of Agriculture's
1997 National Resources Inventory
shows that America islosing 3 million
acres of agricultural or forest land each
year to development, that’ stwice asfast
as in the previous ten years.

Utah's yearly development rate has
also doubled. Between 1992 and 1997,
21,020 acres were developed each year
compared with 10,690 acres developed
each year between 1982 and 1992.
Utah's national ranking of 39 is down
from 35, the previous ranking.

EffortstoProtect Farmland

In the past few years Utah has taken
important stepsto protect itsprimefarm-
land. Commissioner Peterson acknowl-
edges more must be done. The 1999
Utah Legidature created the Quality
Growth Commission toidentify and pro-
tect important open space. Peterson isa
primary member of that commission

The legidature aso has funded the
Utah Department of Agriculture and
Food' s Critical Resource Land Conser-
vation Committee, which is chaired by
Peterson. The committee has identified

fiveagricultural land protection projects
for funding. The committee would pur-
chase easements or development rights
as ameans to keep land in agricultural
production.

“Our citizens are becoming more
aware of the importance of protecting
our farmland as a means to protect our
heritage and our self sufficiency,”
Peterson said.

Peterson is nearing agreements with
farmland owners in Davis and Cache
counties to protect more than 100 acres
of productive farmland. One parcel sits
near the Great Salt Lake and ispart of a
family farm that produces high value
vegetables. The second parcel islocated
in Cache County and would help ensure
the viability of severa nearby farms.

Private non-profit groupsin the state
have madethelargest gainsin protecting
Utah farmland. Two groups, The Na-
ture Conservancy has protected more
than 260,000 acres of Utah Farm and
ranchland, and Utah Open Lands pre-
served just over 19,000 acres. Both
groups continueto actively work to pro-
tect open land throughout Utah.

AreWelLessInterestedin
theEnvironment?

In atime when Americans seem to be
doing more than ever to protect the
environment, interest in government
regulations designed to protect the envi-
ronment seems to be waning.

A poll conducted recently by Wirthlin
Worldwide indicates that 57 percent of
Americans say there's enough, or even
too much, government regulation of the
environment, while 42 percent say there
istoolittle.

These numbers are down some from
similar pollsconducted earlierinthe90s.
Between 1994 and 1997, over 70 per-
cent of the public supported "environ-
mental protectionat any cost," thereport
states.

This double digit drop in interest in
regulation does not necessarily mean
that fewer Americans are interested in
the environment.

"We're not seeing that the concern
for the environment has gone down,"
said Maury Giles, research manager for
the local office of Wirthlin Worldwide.
He said the less interest in regulation
may be the result of positive improve-
ments in the environment in genera in
the past severa years. Giles cites the
removal of the Bald Eagle and other
high-profile species from endangered
lists as some of the environmental victo-
ries.
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